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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: "a measurement 
test of the link" in line 10 should be replaced with "said measurement test of the link", 
see line 4. Appropriate correction is required. 

2. Claims 10, 18, 39 and 40 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
An acronym, IPMP, is used without its proper definition first, See claim 1 . Appropriate 
correction is required. 

3. Claim 18 is objected to because of the following informalities: "an IPMP echo 
request packet" in line 2 should be replaced with "said IPMP echo request packet", see 
line 1. Appropriate correction is required. 

4. Claim 38 is objected to because of the following informalities: "a measurement 
test of the link" in line 15 should be replaced with "said measurement test of the link", 
see line 8. Appropriate correction is required. 

5. Claim 38 is objected to because of the following informalities: "the first network 
device" in line 12 should be replaced with "the first remote network device", see line 1 . 
Appropriate correction is required. 

6. Claim 39 is objected to because of the following informalities: "a measurement 
host" in line 12 should be replaced with "the measurement host", see line 3. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Application/Control Number: 10/648,622 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2464 

7. Claim 40 is objected to because of the following informalities: "an IPMP echo 
request packet" in line 6 should be replaced with "said IPMP echo request packet", see 
line 1. Appropriate correction is required. 

8. Claim 41 is objected to because of the following informalities: "a first remote 
network device" in line 3 should be replaced with "the first remote network device", see 
line 1. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

10. Claims 10-33, 39 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

1 1 . Regarding claim 10, the phrase "receiving, by a second remote network device, 
the IPMP redirected echo reply packet" in line 3 renders the claim indefinite because it 
is unclear who is receiving the IPMP redirected echo reply packet. A measurement host 
sends an IPMP measurement test request packet to a first remote network device. The 
first remote network device sends an IPMP redirected echo request packet to the 
second remote network device. The second remote network device sends the IPMP 
redirected echo reply packet to the first remote network device. And finally, the first 
remote network device sends the information in the IPMP redirected each reply packet 
(the result of a measurement test on the link between the first and second remote 
network devices) to the measurement host, see Figure 4 and Figure 7. Accordingly, the 
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first remote network device, not the second remote network device, is the one which 
receives the IPMP redirected echo reply packet. See also the dependent claim 12 
which recites "returns the IPMP redirected echo reply packet to the second remote 
network device" in line 2. See also similar limitations in claim 39. 

12. Regarding claim 10, the phrases "receiving, by a second remote network device, 
the IPMP redirected echo reply packet" in line 3 and "receiving said IPMP redirected 
echo reply packet" in line 10 renders the claim indefinite because it is unclear there are 
two receiving IPMP redirected echo reply packet steps or just one receiving step. For 
purpose of examination, the examiner understood the limitations as "transmitting, by a 

second remote network device, the IPMP redirected echo reply packet ; receiving, 

by the first remote network device, said IPMP redirected echo reply packet;". See also 
the dependent claim 12 which recites "returns the IPMP redirected echo reply packet to 
the second remote network device" in line 2. See also similar limitations in claim 39. 

13. Claim 18 recites the limitation "the IPMP measurement test request packet" in 
line 4. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

14. Claim 20 recites the limitation "the time stamp" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

1 5. Regarding claim 21 , the phrases "additional details" in line 1 renders the claim 
indefinite because it is unclear whether it is the same as "further details" in claim 20 line 
2 or not. For purpose of examination, the examiner understood the limitations as "said 
further details". 
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16. Claims 22 and 23 recite the limitation "said additional details" in line 1 . There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purpose of examination, 
the examiner understood the limitations as "said further details". 

1 7. Regarding claim 23, the phrases "further details about the time stamp" in line 2 
renders the claim indefinite because it is unclear whether it is the same as "further 
details about the time stamp" in claim 20 line 2 or not. 

18. Claim 26 recites the limitation "the network device" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

19. Claim 39 recites the limitation "the second remote network device" in line 3. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

20. Claim 39 recites the limitation "the measurement host" in line 3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

21 . Regarding claim 39, the phrases "receiving the IPMP redirected echo reply 
packet" in line 7 and "receiving said IPMP redirected echo reply packet" in line 14 
renders the claim indefinite because it is unclear there are two receiving IPMP 
redirected echo reply packet steps or just one receiving step. For purpose of 
examination, the examiner understood the limitations as "transmitting, by the second 

remote network device, the IPMP redirected echo reply packet ; receiving, by the 

first remote network device, said IPMP redirected echo reply packet;". 

22. Claim 40 recites the limitation "the IPMP measurement test request packet" in 
line 8. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

23. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

24. Claim 1-3, 6, 10, 14, 38 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kanazawa et al. (US Pub.2003/0053419) in view of McGregor (IPMP 
draft-mcgregor-ipmp-00.txt). 

Regarding claim 1 and 38, Kanazawa teaches a method for performing a remote 
test of a link between a first remote network device and a second remote network 
device by a measurement host comprising: transmitting (step 212 in Figure 5) from the 
measurement host (1 , 2 in Figure 4) to the first remote network device (3A, 5A in Figure 
4) an performance measurement packet requesting a measurement test of the link 
between the first remote network device (3A, 5A in Figure 4) and the second remote 
network device (3B, 5B in Figure 4), wherein the measurement host (1, 2 in Figure 4) is 
remote from both the first remote network device 3A, 5A and the second remote 
network device 3B, 5B; receiving by the first remote network device said performance 
measurement test request packet (step 212 in Figure 5); and performing a 
measurement test of the link between the first remote network device and the second 
remote network device (steps 213-217 in Figure 5). Kanazawa, however, does not 
teach the performance measurement packet as Internet Protocol Measurement Protocol 
(IPMP) packet. McGregor teaches the performance measurement packet as IPMP 
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packet. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify Kanazawa to use 
IPMP packet to measure performance as taught by McGregor in order to avoid denial of 
service attack (page 1 Abstract section third paragraph). 

Regarding claim 2, Kanazawa teaches sending (step 213 in Figure 5) an 
performance measurement packet to the second remote network device 3B, 5B by the 
first remote network device 3A, 5A. 

Regarding claim 3, Kanazawa teaches sending (step 216 in Figure 5) a result of 
the measurement test to the measurement host (1 , 2 in Figure 4) from the first remote 
network device 3A, 5A. 

Regarding claim 6, Kanazawa teaches constructing (Step 213 in Figure 5) a 
performance measurement packet for the second remote network device 3B, 5B. 

Regarding claim 10 and 39, Kanazawa teaches a method for processing an 
performance measurement reply packet, said method comprising: transmitting (step 215 
in Figure 5), by a second remote network device 3B, 5B, the performance measurement 
reply packet resulting from an performance measurement packet sent (step 213 in 
Figure 5) by a first remote network device 3A, 5A to the second remote network device 
3B, 5B in response to an performance measurement packet previously received (step 
212 in Figure 5) by the first remote network device 3A, 5A and sent from a 
measurement host (1 , 2 in Figure 4), wherein the measurement host (1 , 2 in Figure 4) is 
remote from both the first remote network device 3A, 5A and the second remote 
network device3B, 5B; receiving said performance measurement reply packet (step 215 
in Figure 5); and forwarding (step 216 in Figure 5) information included in the 
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performance measurement reply packet to the measurement host (1 , 2 in Figure 4). 
Kanazawa, however, does not teach the performance measurement packet as Internet 
Protocol Measurement Protocol (IPMP) packet. McGregor teaches the performance 
measurement packet as IPMP packet. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the 
art to modify Kanazawa to use IPMP packet to measure performance as taught by 
McGregor in order to avoid denial of service attack (page 1 Abstract section third 
paragraph). 

Regarding claim 14, Kanazawa teaches creating a performance measurement 
redirect reply packet (step 215 in Figure 5). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

25. Claims 4, 5 and 7-9 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

26. Claims 1 8 and 40 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

27. Claims 1 1 -1 3, 1 5-1 7 and 1 9-33 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to 
include all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

28. Claims 34-37 are allowed. 

29. Claim 41 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the 
objection(s), set forth in this Office action. 
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Response to Arguments 

30. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1-41 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CLEMENCE HAN whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3158. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8-4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ricky Ngo can be reached on (571) 272-3139. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Ricky Ngo/ /C. H./ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2464 Examiner, Art Unit 2464 



